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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. This Final Office action is in reply to the Response to Office Action filed on 24 April 2008. 

2. Claims 7, 9, and 15 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1-18 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Specification 

4. The objection to the disclosure is withdrawn because Applicants have deleted the embedded 
hyperlinks and/or other form of browser-executable code. 



Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 24 April 2008 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

6. Applicant submits that Skoyles-Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 A1) does not teach in 

amended Claim 1, and Claims 6 and 7: (1) at least one maturity model on a display, receiving 
generalized work products through a user interface and storing the generalized work products in 
a first table; with a computer processor, relating the individual requirements of the at least one 
maturity model stored In a second table to the generalized work products stored In the first table 
[see Remarks page 12, second paragraph]. 
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7. Applicant submits that Skoyles-Greenberg in view of Aycock et a! (U.S. 5,765,138) does not 
teach or suggest in Claim 2: (2) at least one maturity model on a display, receiving generalized 
work products through a user interface and storing the generalized work products in a first table; 
with a computer processor, relating the individual requirements of the at least one maturity model 
stored in a second table to the generalized work products stored in the first table [see Remarks 
page 15, third paragraph]. 

8. Applicant submits that Skoyles-Greenberg in view of Baudoin et al (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0010709) 
does not teach or suggest in Claims 3 and 4: (3) at least one maturity model on a display, 
receiving generalized work products through a user interface and storing the generalized work 
products in a first table; with a computer processor, relating the individual requirements of the at 
least one maturity model stored in a second table to the generalized work products stored in the 
first table [see Remarks page 17, second paragraph]. 

9. Applicant submits that Skoyles-Greenberg in view of Baudoin and in further view of Balz et al 
(U.S. 7,136,792) does not teach or suggest in Claims 5, and 8-18: (4) at least one maturity model 
on a display, receiving generalized work products through a user interface and storing the 
generalized work products in a first table; with a computer processor, relating the individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model stored in a second table to the generalized work 
products stored in the first table [see Remarks page 18, last paragraph through page 18, top of 
page]. 

10. With regard to arguments 1-4, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Skoyles-Greenberg teaches 
at least one maturity model on a display (Operation Maturity Model (OMM) assessment, 
displaying the costs and time corresponding to each stage of a project along with each task) (see 
at least page 2, line 13 through page 3, line 15), receiving generalized work products through a 
user interface (standardized interfaces) (see at least page 9, lines 3-26) and storing the 
generalized work products in a first table; with a computer processor (Software Engineering 
Institute's (SEI) software CMM) (see at least page 5, line 23 through page 7, line 24 and page 9, 
lines 3-26), relating the individual requirements of the at least one maturity model stored in a 
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second table to the generalized work products stored in the first table (work product list) (see at 
least page 10, line 17 through page 11, line 27). The Examiner also notes that providing an 
automatic or mechanical (including computerized) means to replace a manual activity which 
accomplishes the same result is not sufficient to distinguish over the prior art (see MPEP 2144.04 
[R-6], III. Automating a Manual Activity, In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 
(CCPA1958)). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 



The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are 
summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 
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12. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 



13. Claims 1 , 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles- 
Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 A1). 

Regarding to claim 1, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. Skoyles-Greenberg discloses a method for approximating the maturity of a company in 
view of at least one maturity model (page 2, lines 14-18) comprising: establishing work products 
(page 2, line 25); relating individual requirements of the at least one maturity model (i.e. 
operations maturity model) to the work products (page 11, lines 28-31); tracing the work products 
to the individual requirements of the at least one maturity model (page 11, lines 17-18, page 12, 
lines 8-9); and providing an indicator of the approximate maturity of the company in view of the at 
least one maturity model (page 6, lines 7-9, page 14, lines 18-20). However, Skoyles-Greenberg 
does not explicitly disclose generalized and company-specific work products. Andersen 
Consulting L.L.P. discloses a work product list (page 12, lines 5-6) to comprise a category and 
function assessment list of the products (i.e. page 10, lines 13-14). It is common knowledge in 
the prior art for the work product list to include generalized and company specific work products. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made for the method for approximating the maturity of a company as taught by 
Skoyles-Greenberg to include establishing generalized work products; relating individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model to the generalized work products; providing 
company-specific work products; associating at least some of the company-specific work 
products with at least some of the generalized work products, tracing the company-specific work 
products to the individual requirements of the at least one maturity model through the association 
of the at least some company-specific work products with at least some the generalized work 
products; and providing an indicator of the approximate maturity of the company in view of the at 
least one maturity model as taught by Skoyles-Greenberg The motivation for doing so would 
have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model based 
on generalized and company-specific work products. 

Regarding to claims 6 and 7, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not explicitly disclose wherein the indicator of 
approximate maturity is provided in a report and the report includes a list of the individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model that were not traceable to at least one of the 
company-specific work products (as per claim 6) and wherein report further includes a list of 
company-specific work products that were not associated with the generalized work products (as 
per claim 7). Skoyles-Greenberg discloses identifying and resolving gaps (i.e. gap analysis) 
(page 15, Iines12-15) and producing an assessment report (page 16, lines 16-17 and 23-24). It is 
common knowledge in the prior for the assessment report to provide the indicator of approximate 
maturity (page 6, lines 7-9, page 14, lines 18-20) and for the gap analysis to list individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model that were not traceable to at least one of the 
company-specific work products (as per claim 6) and wherein report further includes a list of 
company-specific work products that were not associated with the generalized work products (as 
per claim 7). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made for the method of Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the indicator of 
approximate maturity is provided in a report and the report includes a list of the individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model that were not traceable to at least one of the 
company-specific work products (as per claim 6) and wherein report further includes a list of 
company-specific work products that were not associated with the generalized work products (as 
per claim 7) as taught by Skoyles-Greenberg. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide a report for approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity 
model for individual requirements that were not traceable to at least one of the company-specific 
work products. 

14. Claims 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles-Greenberg 
(World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 A1) in view of Aycock et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,765,138). 

Regarding to claim 2, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the maturity of the company is 
approximated in view of at least two maturity models, wherein the individual requirements of the 
at least two maturity models are related to the generalized work products. Aycock et al. discloses 
selecting quality maturity requirements from at least two models (i.e. standards) in accordance 
with project requirements (column 5, lines 44-47 and 60-65). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
method of Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the maturity of the company is approximated in view of at 
least two maturity models, wherein the individual requirements of the at least two maturity models 
are related to the generalized work products as taught by Aycock et el. as both Skoyles- 
Greenberg and Aycock et al. are directed to the method for approximating the maturity of a 
company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
approximate the maturity of a company based on different requirements. 
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15. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles- 
Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 A1) in view of Baudoin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2004/0010709 Al). 

Regarding to claim 3, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the at least one maturity model 
includes multiple levels of maturity. Baudoin et al. discloses multiple levels of maturity (paragraph 
[0022], lines 3-10). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the method of Andersen Consulting L.L.P. wherein 
the at least one maturity model includes multiple levels of maturity taught by Baudoin et al., as 
both Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the method for approximating the 
maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to define the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model from least 
mature to most mature. 

Regarding to claim 4, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the indicator of the 
approximate maturity is indicative of the highest of the multiple levels of maturity attained by the 
company. Baudoin et al. discloses recording the highest maturity level for requirements 
(paragraph [0026], lines 7-9). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of Skoyles-Greenberg 
wherein the indicator of the approximate maturity is indicative of the highest of the multiple levels 
of maturity attained by the company as taught by Baudoin et al. as both Skoyles-Greenberg and 
Baudoin et al. are directed to the method for approximating the maturity of a company in view of 
at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have been to indicate the most 
mature level attained by the company. 



Pages 
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16. Claims 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles-Greenberg 
(World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 A1) in view of Baudoin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0010709 A1) 
and further in view of Balz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 7,136,792 82). 

Regarding to claim 5, Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. discloses the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. do not disclose 
wherein the indicator of approximate maturity is a percentage. Balz et al. discloses assessing 
approximate maturity based on a percentage score (see FIG. 1, column 4, lines 6-11). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the method of Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. wherein the indicator of 
approximate maturity is a percentage as taught by Balz et al., as Skoyles-Greenberg, Baudoin et 
al. and Balz et al. are directed to the method for approximating the maturity of a company in view 
of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have been to indicate the 
approximate the level of maturity based on percentage. 

17. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles-Greenberg 
(World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 Al) in view of Balz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 7,136,792 B2). 

Regarding to claim 8, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the indicator of approximate 
maturity is a percentage. Balz et al. discloses assessing approximate maturity based on a 
percentage score (see FIG. 1, column 4, lines 6-11). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of 
Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the indicator of approximate maturity is a percentage as taught by 
Balz et a!., as Skoyles-Greenberg and Balz et al. are directed to the method for approximating the 
maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to indicate the approximate the level of maturity based on percentage. 
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18. Claims 9-12 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aycock 
et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,765,138) and in view of Skoyles-Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 
A1). 

Regarding to claim 9, Aycock et al. discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
Aycock et al. discloses a method for using a maturity tracing system in order to determine the 
approximate maturity level of an organization in view of at least one maturity model comprising: 
entering data indicative of work products into the maturity tracing system through a user interface 
(column 10, lines 39-42); associating (i.e. competitive analysis) at least some of the work 
products with at least some of the pre-existing work products provided on the maturity tracing 
system through the user interface (column 10, lines 5-11 and 62-67); requesting (i.e. download) 
the tracing of the work products to maturity requirements for the at least one maturity model 
through the user interface, wherein the maturity tracing system includes at least one application 
for relating the pre-existing work products to the maturity requirements for the at least one 
maturity model (column 10, lines 55-57 and 62-67); and requesting a report indicating the 
approximate maturity level of the organization in view of at least one maturity model through the 
user interface (column 1 1 , lines 57-62). However, Aycock et al. does not explicitly disclose 
organization-specific and generalized work products. Skoyles-Greenberg discloses a work 
product list (page 12, lines 5-6) to comprise a category and function assessment list of the 
products (i.e. page 10, lines 13-14). It is common knowledge in the prior art for the work product 
list to include organization-specific and generalized work products. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for to combine 
the method of Aycock et al. with the feature of entering data indicative of organization-specific 
work products into the maturity tracing system through a user interface; associating at least some 
of the organization-specific work products with at least some of the pre-existing generalized work 
products provided on the maturity tracing system through the user interface; requesting the 
tracing of the organization-specific work products to maturity requirements for the at least one 
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maturity model through the user interface, wherein the maturity tracing system includes at least 
one application for relating the pre-existing generalized work products to the maturity 
requirements for the at least one maturity model; and requesting a report indicating the 
approximate maturity level of the organization in view of at least one maturity model through the 
user interface as taught by Skoyles-Greenberg as both Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg are 
directed to the method for using a maturity tracing system in order to determine the approximate 
maturity level of an organization in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to approximate the maturity level of an organization in view of at least one 
maturity model based organization-specific and generalized work products. 

Regarding to claim 10, Aycock et al. discloses including querying text (i.e. selectively 
access) indicative of at least one of the pre-existing generalized work products and the maturity 
requirements for the at least one maturity model in order to ascertain description information 
therefore (column 10, lines 62-67). 

Regarding to claim 1 1 , Aycock et al. discloses wherein the description information is 
provided in a pop up window (i.e. secondary display window) on the user interface (column 14, 
lines 47-55, see FIG. 6). 

Regarding to claim 12, Aycock et al. discloses wherein the description information is 
provided through a hyperlink (i.e. icon) to an information screen on the user interface (column 13, 
lines 61-64, column 14, lines 47-53). 

Regarding to claim 14, Aycock et al. discloses wherein the maturity of the organization is 
approximated in view of at least two maturity models (i.e. standards) (column 5, lines 44-47 and 

60-65). 
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Regarding to claim 15, Aycock et al. discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
Aycock et al. discloses a system for approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least 
one maturity model (column 2, lines 38-41) comprising: means for storing data representative of 
work products (i.e. specifications), data representative of individual requirements for the at least 
one maturity model (column 2, lines 49-52, column 3, lines 44-46); at least one database (i.e. 
product database) for relating work products to the data representative of individual requirements 
for the at least one maturity model (column 9, lines 59-62 and 64-67); and an application (i.e. 
interface) for a user to access the databases and an indicator of the approximate maturity of the 
company in view of the at least one maturity model (column 1 1 , lines 17-20) However, Aycock et 
al. does not explicitly disclose generalized and company-specific work products and an 
application for prompting the association of the data representative of the company- specific work 
products to the data representative of generalized work products; an application for tracing the 
data representative of the company-specific work products to the data representative of individual 
requirements for the at least one maturity model; and an application for providing an indicator of 
the approximate maturity of the company in view of the at least one maturity model. Skoyles- 
Greenberg discloses a work product list (page 12, lines 5-6) to comprise a category and function 
assessment list of the products (i.e. page 10, lines 13-14). It is common knowledge in the prior 
art for the work product list to include generalized and company specific work products. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the system of Aycock et al. with the feature of storing data 
representative of generalized work products, data representative of individual requirements for 
the at least one maturity model and data representative of the company-specific work products; at 
least one relationship database for relating the data representative of generalized work products 
to the data representative of individual requirements for the at least one maturity model; an 
application for prompting the association of the data representative of the company-specific work 
products to the data representative of generalized work products; an application for tracing the 
data representative of the company-specific work products to the data representative of individual 
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requirements for the at least one maturity model; and an application for providing an indicator of 
the approximate maturity of the company in view of the at least one maturity model as taught by 
Skoyles-Greenberg, as both Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg are directed to the system for 
approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at least one 
maturity model based on both generalized work products and company-specific work products. 



Regarding to claim 16, Aycock et al. discloses wherein the system approximates the 
maturity of the company in view of at least two maturity models (i.e. standards) (column 5, lines 
44-47 and 60-65). 



19. Claims 13, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aycock et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,765,138) in view of Skoyles-Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 Al ) 
and further in view of Baudoin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0010709 Al). 



Regarding to claim 13, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg disclose the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg do not explicitly 
disclose wherein the user interface is a computer comprising a processor, data input means and 
data viewing means. Baudoin et al. discloses wherein the user interface is a computer 
comprising a processor (paragraph [0016], lines 3-4), data input means (paragraph [0016], lines 
6-7) and data viewing means (i.e. monitor) (paragraph [0016], lines 8-9). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the method of Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the user interface is a computer 
comprising a processor, data input means and data viewing means as taught by Baudoin et al., 
as Aycock et a!., Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the method for using a 
maturity tracing system in order to determine the approximate maturity level of an organization in 
view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have been to determine 



Application/Control Number: 10/690,657 
Art Unit: 3623 



Page 14 



the maturity level of an organization in view of at least one maturity model on any type of 
computer. 

Regarding to claim 17, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg disclose the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg do not explicitly 
disclose a user interface for collecting the data, wherein the user interface comprises a 
processor, data input means and data viewing means. Baudoin et al. discloses a user interface 
for collecting the data, wherein the user interface comprises a processor (paragraph [0016], lines 
3-4), data input means (paragraph [0016], lines 6-7) and data viewing means (i.e. monitor) 
(paragraph [0016], lines 8-9). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the system of Aycock et al. and Skoyles- 
Greenberg with the feature of a user interface for collecting the data, wherein the user interface 
comprises a processor, data input means and data viewing means as taught by Baudoin et al., as 
Aycock et al., Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the system for approximating 
the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model 
on any type of computer. 

Regarding to claim 18, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention 
substantially as claimed. Aycock et al. discloses a network connection (i.e. communications 
network) (column 10, lines 22-23). However, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg do not 
explicitly disclose wherein the data input means includes at least one of a keyboard and a port. 
Baudoin et al. discloses wherein the data input means includes at least one of a keyboard 
(paragraph [0016], lines 6-8). It is also common knowledge in the prior art for a computer to 
include a port. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine the system of Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg 
wherein the data input means includes at least one of a keyboard and a port as taught by 
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Baudoin et al., as Aycock et al., Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the system 
for approximating tlie maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at 
least one maturity model remotely using a communication network. 

20. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

21. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

• Underwood (U.S. 6,609,128) discloses codes table framework design in an E- 
commerce architecture. 

• Davies et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0033191 ) discloses a method and apparatus for a 
product lifecycle management process. 

• Krishnan et al., "An Empirical Analysis of Productivity and Quality in Software 
Products", Management Science, Vol. 46, No. 6, June 2000, pp. 745-759, discloses 
life-cycle productivity and conformance quality in software products that includes 
capability maturity modeling and data analysis software. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to THOMAS MANSFIELD whose telephone number is (571)270-1904. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8:30 am-6 pm, alt. Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Beth 
Van Doren can be reached on 571-272-6737. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 

/T. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3623 

18 July 2008 
Thomas Mansfield 

/Beth Van Doren/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



